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reading of Since ~~ like a.nnoying salesmen as 
Since ~~ like ~ annoving salesmen. Examples of 
addition and inversion are found in the misreading of 
Knowing John ~ eager !2. ~ with her cooking as 
Knowing John ~ eager !2. help her with ~ cooking. 

In all cases the sUbject made the error in reading 
what was on the card, and neither corrected the error 
nor noticed it until the experimenter pointed it out 
later. There were 43 misreadings, and 28 of these 
involved ambiguous sentences. The difference between 
the frequency of misreadings .for ambiguous and non­
ambiguous sentences was significant at the .01 hivel 
(Chi-square). The fact that many of the misreadings 
of ambiguous sentences tended to eliminate the am­
biguity as in the above examples is of obvious interest. 

2. Tangential completions. The instructions empha­
sized that completions had to be relevant to the meaning 
of the words in the sentence fragment. The subjects 
agreed on 61 trials that their completion was tangential. 
There were more tangential responses for ambiguous 
(H) than for unambiguous sentences (17), a difference 
significant at the .01 level (Chi-square test). Also there 
were more tangential completions for derived (14) 
than lexical (9) ambiguities, and for underlying (21) 
than derived (14). Examples of tangential completions 
for the following sentence fragment, Claiming the 
shouting of the ~~ dreadful, Chamolain (un­
ambiguous) were: "went ~ ~ expedition"; "ordered 
his men to fire"; "started!~."Examples of relevant 
completions for the same fragment were: "covered his 
~"; "gagged them"; "made them be guiet." 

An interesting finding, where the subject of the in­
complete ambiguous sentence was a personal pronoun, 
was a high frequency of tangential completions similar 
to the following: Although I asked how old George was, 
!. mwnbled; Knowing that visiting relatives could be 
bothersome, I ~ confused; In ordering the police to 
stop drinking ~ became very undecided. 

An observation congruent with such tangential com­
pletions was the frequent occurrence of stuttering and 
word indecision for ambiguous sentences. 

J. "'ora indecision. Examples of word indecision are: 
"Having! ball with .!.!!2.~, Merry ~,l~ 

Perry ~lason ... ," and "Before stopping arguing in the 
court, Wimbleton was oerjured, I ~ disgualified." 
There were 22 instances of word indecision, 16 for 
ambiguous sentences and 7 for unambiguous ones, a 
difference significant at the .05 level (Chi-square). 

-+. StutterIng. ~oticeable stuttering occurred on 66 
trials. Of these, 45 instances of stuttering occurred 
with ambiguous sentence fragments as compared to 21 
for unambiguous ones, a difference significant at the 
.001 level (Chi-square). 

5. Laughter. One female subject expressed inex­
plicable amusement in the form of just audible chuckling 
on 22 of the 63 trials. When later questioned, the subject 
was unaware of laughing or that any of the sentences 
was :lmusing. Twenty instances of laughter occurred 
during ambiguous ;:;;entence fragments and only two 
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during unambiguous ones, a. difference signific:lnt at the 
.05 level (two-tailed binomial test). 

Ii. Effects of the unseen meaning. Even though the 
subjects could confidently specify which of the two 
meanings he ~ conscious of, the other "unseen" 
meaning was frequently expressed in their completion 
of the sentence. For example, consider the following 
sentence completions: Sailing the two ~~ 

into the dock, Drake accidentally r:lmmed ~ pilings, 
and, for the same fragm·:mt, Drake suddenly lost control 
of the ship. Claiming the work ~ done ~~ the 
roof, (fragment) ~ had them do !!~, (completion) 
and, he asked them to do !! again (completion). Dis­
cussing ~ problems with ~ mathematicians !!! 
Germany, Oppenheimer (fragment) disagreed (comple­
tion); grew red !!! the face (completion); and Violently 
disagreed with their views. Because Stalin liked the 
old school, he (fragment) decided to exter;mnate the 
~ ~. The subject volunteered that this sentence 
was ungrammatical, since the verb exterminate could 
not apply to schoolhouses. He was unaware of seeing 
the other meaning of "school." 

i. llngrammatical completions. Sixty-six of the 2520 
completions were recognized by the subjects to be' 
ungrammatical. Of these, 52 were completions ofambig­
uous sentences and 14 of unambiguous ones (a difference 
significant at the .001 level, Chi-square test). Examples 
of ungrammatical sentences are: "When Freud fed 
her ~ biscuits, he thought he ~ them secrete 
~"; "KnOWing ~ minister's hope of marrying \ 
~~ impractical, he disbanded the idea"; ., 'Knowing \. 
~ children had ! ball ~ the beach, .he asked !f he 
could do !! again." These examples suggest that some 
ungrammatical completions ofambiguous sentences may 
reflect the dual influence of two incompatible meanings 
on the subject's completions. One subject even explained 
one of his ungrammatical completions as the product 
of confusion (without specific awareness of the ambig­
uity, however). 

DISCUSSION 
First let us consider the three main hypotheses 

concerning the understanding of ambiguous sentences 
outlined in the introduction: 

1. The SuppressiDn HYPDthesis 
The precise form of the suppression hypothesis given 

in the introduction clearly does not fit the present data. 
If the results of In search of ambiguity (MacKay, 1965) 
were to be entirely explained in terms of suppression, 
the second meaning of lexical ambiguities must be less 
effectively suppressed than that of surface and under­
lying structure ambiguities. Since ambiguity interfered 
with sentence completion in the present study, we could 
reasonably asswne that sentences whose second meaning 
is less suppressed, or more prevalent, would be more 
difficult to complete. Consequently, lexically ambig­
uous sentences should have been more difficult to 
complete than sentences with ambiguity at the surface 

~31 

I 



and underlying levels. Since the opposite result was 
obtained, suppression cannot be considered the sole 
determinant of the differences among the three types 
of ambiguity in either experiment. 

Suppression may still be required to explain the 
fact that subjects saw only one meaning in processing 
ambiguous sentences. 1il contrast to the striking effects 
of ambiguity on completion time, nature of completions, 
reading, fluency, and laughter, the absence ofawareness 
of both meanings for ambiguous sentences is indeed 
remarkable. That only one meaning was seen by most 
subjects is corroborated by the nature and number of 
misreadings of ambiguous sentences, and the ease with 
which subjects could recall which meaning they had 
seen when later questioned. 

However, such effects of linguistic alternatives, with­
out full awareness of all aspects of those alternatives, 
need not mean that the second meaning is suppressed 
or that perception of the first meaning is contingent 
upon the active suppression of the second meaning. 
The actual process of understanding ambiguous sen­
tences may be a rapid and unanalyzed decision of the 
sort which must frequently occur in processing natural 
language. Whether the lack of awareness is due to the 
rate or the nature of the decision cannot yet be deter­
mined. 

2. The Fusion Hypothesis 
The present data aJso show that fusion cannot be 

the sole determinant of the time needed to discover 
ambiguities and to complete ambiguous sentences. 
If the two meanings of an ambiguous sentence are 
seen as fused, with the same ease as a single meaning 
in unambiguous sentences, then there should have been 
no difference in the completion times for different 
types of ambiguity and between ambiguous and non­
ambiguous sentences. The fact that both types of dif­
ferences occurred tends to contradict the fusion 
hypothesis. The ease with which subjects could deter­
mine which meaning they saw, the nature of the 
misreadings, ungrammatical and tangential comple­
tions, and the stuttering and word indecision for 
ambiguous sentences are also at variance with this 
hypothesis. Again, however, this does not mean that 
fusion was not occurring for some of the sentences 
or to some extent for all of the sentences, or that 
fusion of the two meanings of ambiguous sentences 
might not have been demonstrated by some other 
experimental technique. 

3. The O~livion Hypothesis, 
Under the oblivion hypothesis the difficulty in dis­

covering ambiguities lies in the understanding of a 
si'ngle meaning for ambiguous sentences. There are 
five sources of support for the oblivion hypothesis: 
First, the obliVion hypothesis predicted that ambig­
uous sentences would take more time to complete 
than unambiguous ones, as was found. Second, the 
subjects I reports (both during and after the experiment) 
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that ambiguous sentences were difficult to understand, 
directly support an oblivion hypothesis. Third, the 
completion-time data supported the specific form of 
the oblivion hypothesis outlined in the introduction. 
In order to integrate the oblivion hypothesis with the 
results of the 1965 study we assumed that discovery 
of the first meaning in the search for ambiguity was 
easier for lexical than for surface and underlying 
ambiguities. Assuming that a single meaning is suffi­
cient and necessary to complete sentences, the oblivion 
hypothesis predicted greater difficulty in the relevant 
completion of surface and underlying ambiguities than 

lexical ambiguities, as was found. Fourth, the obliVion 
hypothesis predicted that discovery of a single meaning 
for multiply ambiguous sentences would take longer 
than for singly ambiguous ones, implying both more 
time to discover the two meanings for multiple ambig­
uities, and more time to complete them, as was found. 
Finally, the oblivion hypothesis accurately predicted 
the relative order of difficulty in completion of the 
six types of multiply ambiguous sentences. 
tI Assuming the correctness of the oblivion hypothesis, 
the fact that sentences with ambiguity at two different 
linguistic levels took longer to complete than those 
with two ambiguities on the same level can be seen 
to support the theory that psychological understanding 
of a sentence requires the combined appreciation of all 
three of its linguistic levels. If the processing and 
completion of sentences did not require the combined 
understanding of all three levels, then ambiguities at 
different levels should have had no more effect than the 
same number of ambi.guities at a single level. On the 
other hand, if completion of sentences requires the un­
derstanding of all three levels in conjunction, and no 
meaning can be gained from a single linguistic level, a 
relevant completion may still be possible through the 
comprehension of the other two levels. However, if no 
meaning can be gained from either of two leve"ts, then a 
relevant response would be much more difficult. Conse­
quently, when both ambiguities of a multiply ambiguous 
sentence occur at the same level, completion time 
would' be shorter than when they occur at different 
levels, as was found. 
4. The Order-ot-Processing Hypothesis 

Linguists have postulated a "logical order" for the 
processing of sentences, beginning first with an appreci­
ation of the underlying structure, then the surface 
structure, and finally the lexical level (Chomsky,1965). 
.-\ssuming that ambiguities at levels processed first 
are discovered first, and ambiguities at levels pro­
cessed later are discovered later, then the results 
of the 1965 study were the exact opposite of the "logic:.lI 
order" postulated by linguists. However, unlike sentence 
completion, the task in the earlier study allows for the 
possibility of artificial search strategies. It is con­
ceivable that the levels could be processed in the 
"logical order" in discovery of the first meaning, and 
in the opposite order in discovery of the second one. 
In any case, we cannot assume that the time to dis-
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cover ambiguity reflects the order in which sentences 
are normally processed. However, there is every 
reason to assume that the sentence-completion task 
represents a close approximation to the natural process 
of producing and understanding sentences. In contrast 
to the search for ambiguity where two meanings could 
be discovered by processing a single linguistic level, 
all three linguistic levels must doubtlessly be pro­
cessed before a relevant completion can be made. 

Consequently, ambiguity at all levels should have 
lin equal effect regardless of the order of processing 
of the levels. This means thatiftheonly factor needed to 
explain differences in the time to discover the various 
types of ambiguity in the previous study were the order 
of processing of the levels, there should be no differ­
ences in the time required to' complete sentence frag­
ments containing these three types of ambiguity in the 
present study. Since differences occurred, more than 
the order of processing of linguistic levels must be in­
volved in the search for ambiguity or the completion of 
ambiguous sentences. 

5. The Structural Complexity Hypot!tesis 
The inclusion of unambiguous sentences in the 

present study provided li much needed control for the 
1965 study on ambiguity. The reported differences in 
the time to discover the various types of ambiguity 
could have reflected differences in the structural 
complexity of the sentences. If lexically ambiguous 
sentences were least complex, sentences containing 
surface-structure ambiguities.more complex, and sen­
tences containing underlying-structure ambiguities 
most complex, structural complexity could explain the 
obtained results independently of the level at which 
the ambiguity occurred. However, in the present study, 
differences in the time to complete ambiguous sentences 
due to structural complexity would cause corresponding 
differences in completion time for unambiguous sen­
tences derived from them..-\ssuming lexically ambig­
uous sentences to be least complex, the time to 
complete the unambiguous sentences derived from them 
should be shortest, and liSSuming sentences with under­
lying structure ambiguities to be most complex, the 
unambiguous sentences derived from them should have 
taken longest to complete. That they did not tends to 
suggest that structural complexity was the prime 
determinant of neither the time to discover ambiguity 
nor the time to complete ambiguous sentences. 

The frequency and nature of the ungrammatical 
completions suggested that some subjects responded 
before deciding on a single meaning for ambiguous 
sentences, the result being an incompatible compromise 
between the two meanings. The, tendency for the 
"unseen" meaning to enter into completions suggested 
a similar sort of cognitive compromise rather than 
a simple decision favoring one of the two meanings 
for some of the ambiguous sentences. 

The relative frequency of tangential completions 
(most tangential completions for underlying structure 
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ambiguities, and least for lexical ambiguities) is open 
to several interpretations. Probably the simplest is 
that t<lngential completions reflect a tendency to respond 
before fully understanding a sentence. Under the oblivion 
hypothesis, understanding of a single meaning is easier 
for lexical than for derived and underlying ambiguities. 
Consequently, the probability of responding before fully 
understanding underlying ambiguities would be greater 
than for surface and lexical ambiguities, as was found. 

The frequency of word indecision and stuttering sug­
gested that the dual interpretations of ambiguities may 
generate conflict which some psychologists consider to 
be causally related to hesitant and non-fluent utterance 
(Johnson, 1959). However, the exact nature of this 
conflict could not be conclusively determined from 
the nature of the stuttering, and word indecision, 
and their frequency was quite independent of the type 
of ambiguity. 

The predominant occurrence of tittering for ambig­
uous sentences is of considerable theoretical interest. 
even though it was recorded for only one subject. 
The theory of laughter to be advocated here is a 
modification of a theory proposed by Spencer and 
others (Piddington, 1963). It views laughter as a 
displacement actiVity, similar to that discussed by 
ethologists (Tinbergen, 1951) and occurring only if 
two incompatible tendencies or drives are strongly 
;],nd simultaneously aroused. That the two incompatible 
meanings of ambiguous sentences should provoke the 
displacement activity, laughter, for all subjects is not 
to be expected, since the criterion "strongly :J.roused" 
is probably infrequently met with ambiguous sentences. 

Finally, the present results suggest several practical 
applications, one of which concerns the use of sentence 
completion and word association as a projective tech­
nique. Clinical psychologists have been interested in 
the time to complete sentences as an indicator of "men­
tal blocking" or emotional involvement (Holsopple & 
i\Hale, 1954). Since we have found that ambiguity will 
influence the time to complete sentences. ambiguous 
sentences in projective tests may have inordinate 
completion times for reasons quite independent of 
emotional involvement or mental blocking. Consequently 
care should be tak.en in the construction of sentences 
for projective tests to ensure that they are unambiguous 
or contain the same number ;lnd types of ambiguity. 

SUMMARY 
A study of the time required for subjects to complete 

ambiguous sentences supports the follOWing conclusions: 
1. Even though none of the subjects reported being 

aware of the ambiguities while completing the sentences. 
they took. longer to complete ambiguous sentences than 
unambiguous ones. 

2. The completion time for sentences with more than 
one ambiguity was significantly longer than completion 
time for sentences with only one ambiguity. 

3, Completion time is less for lexical than-for surface 
and underlying structure ambiguities. 

4. The relative completion times for the three types 
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-~ T~edianof ambiguity in sentences containing more than one 
i-

Ambigulty Completionambiguity was identical to t.llat found for completion. 
(sentence type) Time

of singly ambiguous sentences. 
,,/ 9 ••~ NiXon was s~ Lexical 6.1 

5. sentences with two ambiguities occurring at dif­ !!!S: by the platform (3) 
ferent linguistic levels took more time to complete 
than sentences with both ambiguities on the same 10. Although ~ was still stand­ :-iormal 6.3 

ing by the rostrumlinguistic level. (3) 

Several theories of the nature of processing of am- ;11. ~n Kennedy entered the 2;!; LeXIcal 6.5 
biguity in sentences were discussed. The present re-. ,..,,1"- - fice of the president (1) 

sults suggested that ambiguity interferes with the ' ' ..-:::- ~ 
• •• 1-' '. ----12. When Kennedy entered the gar- Normal 6.7appreciation of a smgle mearungofamblguous sentences- den of the president 

(1)
and that this difficulty is progressively greater for /
 
lexical. derived. underlying. and multiple ambiguities 13. ~ I was conllitually both- Lexical 6.2
 

in that order. ;.-..' . . ered by the c.g!ll, (2)
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the type of ambiguity. type of sentence ~nd completion times as 22. Although ~. --Qwer seemed
 
Normal 5.6 

indicated. easy in chemistry class, 1 
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(2) 

(Where (1). represents sentences without a subject; (2). without :l .~~,..t..c,~3. ~suggesttil:g the paper would 
Lexical 7.~ ..nd (3), WIthout an object.)	 I..... ~,~ ~reverything. I 
(2) 

Type of loIedia~ ........ ­

Ambiguity Completion 24. In suggestingthebookwouldex- :oIormal 6.6.. i 
f'" ..0 /~J;.. (sentence type) Time plain everything, I (2)"""'1 ""_ 

, 
r 
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.~ r 1. .~r taIeng the right turn at the Lexical
 6.1 /') 25. Before having the tanks filled Lexical 6.5

intersection4 I _ . I (2)	 (2)with gasoline, ~ 

2••-\iter taking the left turn at the :o<orma! 5.0 26. Before having the bottles filled :oIormal 6.8 ___~in~t,ersection. I (2) with gasoline, ~ (2) 

'- I
3. Although I knew ~ new position Lexical 5.9;" 27. -.e I carr.ied out the orders Lexical 5.9

had .uivantages. (1)	 _.t.:· r --... ? --- (3) 
- 'J; ,',.-,"'. ". -:' .
 

~. Although I knew my new job had :o<ormal
 6.0 28. Before I carried outthe garbage :-iormal 5.3 
.. .wvantages. yesteroay. .:.. ...-	 (3) ...._------------------ ­./ 5. Even though everyone knew Lexical 6.4 29. Even if I did laugh at the church. &1rface 5.3 

Capone was making money. (1) I! i I ~'.	 
(2) 

6. Even though everyone knew ~ormal 7.2 30. Even if Ididlaughinthechurch, :O;ormal 5.5 
Capone was becommg rich. (1) I (2)

If /. ' 

7..-\.fter her injury that summer Lexical 6.7 31. When I saw the wild Indian Surface 5.~ 

. she couldn't bear : 1.--.,;)d,....J--.! (3) dance. tos:p\lII If (3):, ... x.. '-' '.0(' ..../ I 
a. After her injury that summer, :O<ormal 5.-.i { 32. When I saw the wild Indians :O;ormal 5.5 

she couldn't lift (3) dancing• .t~ (3) 
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33 ..-\.!though Hannibal sent troops 

ove r a week "go 

3{. Although ~ sent troops 

almost" week ago 

35. When Huckleberrv Finn looked 

over the fence • ....,.sb 

36. When Huckleberrv Finn looked 

"t the fence.)..... 

{ 
-

H. While I was telling her friend 

stories, 

·n. Although Magellan remem­

bered how good beef tasted."" 

{9. Before Studying thoroughly 

~rystalized solutions In chem­
istry.~ 

{6. When ~ fed him dog bis­
cuits, he thought 

50. Beiore thoroughly studying 
,~·:;:t..d!7.eri ..;.()lutlOn~ tn ':ohem­

{5. When ~ fed her dog bis­

cuits. he thought 

--IS •.-\.!though they were enterpris­
~ng and ..Lmbitious people t no­
body 

U ..-\.Ithough ~lagellan remem,.. 

be red how beef ste-.k tasted, WI 
I 

H. While I was telling her baby 

stories, 

{7 ..,!though they were interesting 

.ind convincing people, nobody 

"9' .-\.1 though I "sked how old George 

was. II 

{O. Although I asked about old 

George,. 

Type of ~Iedian Type of 

.-\.mbiguity Completion .-\molgulty 
(sentence tYPe) Time (sentence type)I.J~L. ~{j 

Surface 6.3 55 ~ me togo without heslta- Suriace 
(1)	 wt.:.:: j..L ~" U. 

(0) 

(
~ormal	 5.2 56. ~ me to go V.lthOUt ner, :>ormal 
(1)	 ~_IF 

~-=--- ­
. . l,t. ~ c 

Surface	 ~ ,-( Underlying6.7-tfJ1 -~-;~:~aIlY 
. . (3):> ./(3) ~ ---- r' ~~~se. ~t 

~ormal 5.5 58 ..-\.lthough usually eager to ~ormal 

(3)	 Ie"se. he didn't (3) 

I . / ---4­
SUrface 5.5 ":!:::--......... ~ .\Ithough the idea iJf ~ wa~ Underlying
 
(3) . 1. . ....:.: ..L"fuJ.	 (1) 

~ ~ 

Normal 8.0 60. Although that idea of Hitler's };orma.l 
(3)	 \loas ..Lwiul, (1) 

Surface 5.3 61. BeciJ.use the 5U~e:5t~on of the Underlying 
(2)	 soldiers helped ~"poleon. (1) 

Norma.l {.2 62. Because the retreat of the 501­ Normal 

(2)	 (1)J'-~ /' V diers helped :..a.:::~n'l 

SUrface	 9.9 ~ I @ Knowing that V1i'lting- r~uves Cnderlying 
(2) -T-".--P1. .{. could be bother~ome. I (2)

~ V./~ 
~ 

Normal ~ '£-;-';J	 I. l 6{. Knowing that some relatives :"ormal 
(2) 

~	 

could be bothersome, I (2),-- / . 
Surface -1.; 65.-11' C..Lotain Cook waslthe one to Underlying 
(1) wa.tch. lie -----" (2) 

Normal 5.1 . 66. If Captain ~ was tpe.one who :-<ormal 

Surface 

(2) 

(2) 

i.i· 

I Jl,-,,~.:omPlalned,"e, Y"'i-).. 
., - l· - i '--'"'I 

;,...J .67. ~ the oneftto ~ship, he 

',.,_, 4", ..
I.... --1= 

(2) 

Underlymg 

(2) 

Normal 7.8 68. Bemg the one to pray. he ~orm:l.1 

(2) (2) 

--... I 
Surface 5.5 69. Champlain, clayning the ~!-_ Underlying 

(2) ' ­ ing of the ind~ans waS dreadful, (2) 

6.9	 70. ~lain, cL..l.lming the shout­ :"ormal 

ing of the Indians waS dreadful. (2) 

71. .-\.iter saying the groWing of the Underlying 

Surface 8.9 flowers was marvelous, (1) 

(2) 

72 .. \fter saying the growth of the :"orm..L1 

110wers Wa.~ marvelous, (1) 

:>ormal 5.9 
(2)	 7::. !-\nowmg the ..l1rcfaft to fly lon~ Cnderlyin~ 

::\ledl..J.r. 

Completlon 
Tune 

0.' I 
5.9 J 
5.3 r. 

/ 

3.-i­

.I 
~ 

5.7 

6.3 

5.7 

7.J 

7.--1 -" 

5.7 

6.75 ~ 

6.9 

--'--.. .:. 

..,L ..;: ,_, 
7.0 

i; / 
5.~ 

7.7 

-;" .2 

7.3 

6.15 

5.0 
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Type of Median Type of ~.Iedl-.1r. 

.-\mbigulty Completion .\mblgulty Compl~t1on 

(sentence type) Time (sentence type) Tlnk 

33' A!though ~ sent troops Suriace 6.3	 :Suriace 0.'/
over a week a.go (1)	 (3) 

{ 
3~ ..-\lthough ~ sent troops ~ormal 5.2 :-':ormal 5.9 J 

almost a week ago (1) 

.	 I~~, ,. 
35. When Huckleberrv Finn looked Suriace 6'7~:r~--~'. -~;:~~allY oUiCk/~ -"'fnde.!lying 5.J 

over the fence, ...." (3) ,a!'-, ,.-- r' ;:se. ~t (3) / 

36. When Huckleberry Finn looked "ormal 5.5 5~ ..-\.Ithough usu...lly e ...ger to :\ormal 3.-i 
at the fence.;""""", (3) Ie... se. he didn't (3) 

{	

.! --i-
Surface 5.5 p.~/-:~ .\:though the id~ Hitler w...s L'nderlymg 5.7 

(3) . 1.. ,· '-. awful,	 (ll 
~.... 

~ormal S.O 60 •.-\!though that idea of Hitler's Xormal 6.3 
(3)	 \Io;J.S J.wiul, (1) 

9' .-\.Ithough I asked how old George Surface 5.3 61. Because the su~e::;tlon of the Underlymg 5. ~ 

was,lI (2) soldiers helped ~, (I) 

~O ..-\lthough I asked abOut old };ormal ~.2 62. Bec;luse the retreat oi the sol­ :-':ormal 
~ 
{ 

George,t (2)	 ,/' V diers helped ~. (1) 

),,/~;J _~_ / 
U ..-\.!though :vlagellan remem­ Surface 6.9' I @ Knowing that Vt,ting. r~tives ' Cnderlying 

bered how good beef tasted,,"" (2) -- r---{),-:, ' . could be bO~_e,1 (2) 
~ . 

~2 •.-\.!though ~lagellan remem- i'ormal -,..~.:: 7.7 6·L Knowing that some relath-es :-':ormal 5.7 
bered how be",f steak tasted, M (2) 

/ 

could be bothersome, I (2) 

I	 /~ I 
~3, While I was telling her baby ;Surface -1:.7 65:.tr Caotain Cool<' waslth" one to lJnderlying 6 .75 -I:::::...-'stories, (1)	 watch, Be (2) 

H. While I was telling her friend ~ormal 5.1 / 86. If CapWin ~ wastpe.9newho :-;ormal 6.9 
stories, (2) (2)J0.-v-o; ::?mPlained,,' Ite . ~ ....J.)..

.( 1. ' I.~l 
~5. When ~ fed her dog I>is­ 5urface 7.7· / .....J !6j.,~ th.: one~o ~~hip, he Underlying 

cuits, he thought (2) (2).	 !..':;~ ~r'! /: 

j~6.	 When ~ fed him dog bis­ Normal 7.8 68. Being the one to pray J he :-<ormal 5.3 
cuits, he thought (2) (2) 

.::-...	 /, 

-17 ..-\lthaugh they were interesting Surface 5.5 .69. Champlain. clayning .the ~o!-_ Unaerlying 
;J.nd convincmg people, n.obody (2) -- ing oi the in~ans was dreadful, (2) 

~e ..-\lthough they were enterpris­ l\ormal 6.9 70. Chamolain, claiming the shout­ ~ormai -;".2 
mg a.nd .J.mbltiollS people, no­ (2) ing of the Indians wa.s dreadful, (2) 

body 
71 ..-\fter saying the growing of the \;nderlYlng 

';9.	 Before studyin~ thoroughly =:)urt"ace 8.3 t10wers wa.s marvelous, (1) 

r.:rystalized solutions m Cnem­ (2) 

lstry.~ 72 ..Hter saying the growth of the :\orm,,1 0.15 
Cowers W;J..5 m.J.rve~ous. (11 

50.	 Be fa re tho roughly 5tudying :;ormal 8.9 
·:ryswJized '5oiutions in I.:hem­ (2) 7J. Knowing the .lireraft to 11y long Underlymg ti.u 

l.:itry.~ distances, he (2) 

-31.	 .-'"-lthough ~~ :requently Surface 0.2 -;-..t .. Knowin~ the .iirerait had ilown :\ormal 0.'; 

dellvered delightfully ::;er!ous (1) long distance:i. he (2) 

speeches, 

75. Even alter se\-er:.il conugtlous Cnderlymg 
52.	 ,\Ithough Bob Hope frequently :-':ormal ';' .35 perrorm:.inee.s. ::itravmskv sUll (~) 

delive red qw te serious speech­ (1) ~ounds 

es, 

i6. Even .Liter ~ev~ral I...'ontl~ou~ 

53 . .\lthou~n 1 had worn. old tennis ;)uriace	 periormJ.nces. ,:,tr:.ivlnsky :HIll 

(1)	 likl:'::i 

.j';; ..\lthQugn h~d \\orn my tennIS :\orm...1 5.5 77. When Ei<.:hmann de3cribed theIr L"nderlyln:; 
snoe::;, {l} plans fo r us t ·.....·e knew i2) 
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